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Constraints upon inquiry in personality imposed by current research methods were examined by (a) a survey of empirical work published in two major personality journals and (b) a consideration of methodological and ethical issues raised in recent research criticism. Review of samples, research procedures, and social-psychological context in 226 empirical studies revealed that current methodological practices arc incapable of approaching questions of real importance in personality and involve serious problems beyond those noted in recent research criticism. Recent proposals for methodological reforms offer only partial solutions and require further attention to the personal involvement and responsibility of investigators. This paper proposes a conceptual schema for ordering personality research strategies, a distinction between "contractual" and "collaborative" models of subject-experimenter relationships, and suggestions for increasing the relevance and responsibility of personality research.
The greatly increased volume of empirical work on personality in recent years, and the appearance of several new textbooks on personality research and theory (e.g., Maddi, 1968; Mehrabian, 1968; Mischel, 1968; Schontz, 1965) , may be read as indications of flourishing inquiry in personality. Yet there is a growing concern (Adelson, 1969; Sanford, 1965) that personology is, in fact, languishing; that in adopting the research values and strategies of "process" psychology, contemporary investigators have relegated the psychology of "person" to a peripheral world of the psychotherapist, the behavior modifier, and the encounter group. Moreover, the increasing concern with general issues emerging in contemporary research on research (Argyris, 1968; Kelman, 1967; Orne, 1962; Rosenthal, 1966; Schultz, 1969; Strieker, 1967 ) has a particularly keen significance for the field of personality study. A reexamination of the status of personality research may help to define these issues.
There is a clear consensus among contemporary personologists concerning the goals, methods, and values informing personality research. While governed by the scientific 1 Preparation of this paper was supported by a National Institute of Mental Health Special Fellowship administered by Educational Testing Service, Princeton, N. J.
" Requests for reprints should be sent to Rac Carlson, National Institute of Mental Health, Room 10-A-01, 54S4 Wisconsin Avenue, Chevy Chase, Maryland 20015. principles and ethical concerns common to all psychology, personality has a unique, central role in the field. As Baughman and Welsh (1962) observed:
Personality bridges the two basic branches of psychology-experimental psychology, which tends toward the biological sciences, and social psychology which is closely allied to the social studies . . . the concepts of personality study can tie together the views of these two areas and minimize the danger of dehumanization . . . [through clear focus upon] our unit of study, individual man [pp. [16] [17] .
The program of personality research has been clearly restated by Macldi (1968) Toward achieving these goals, the personologist employs a wide range of methods: "the 203 cross-cultural, the developmental, the clinical, the experimental, and the quantitative | Murphy, 1968, p. 19] ." The breadth and depth of the current research stemming from this tradition may be best demonstrated by a review of the current personality literature. Whom are we studying? How much are we prepared to learn about an individual? In what settings and relationships? Answers to such questions, implicit in the research methods of the field, operate to structure and to limit the possibilities of new knowledge. Assessment of a broad sample of current published research on personality may provide an indication of whether unexamined assumptions of investigators may be restricting, rather than advancing, knowledge about the organization of psychological processes within the person.
The present report, based upon such an assessment of current research, was guided by three purposes: an examination of constraints imposed by research methods, consideration of methodological and ethical issues posed in recent research criticism, and presentation of some alternative ways of solving the problems encountered.
A SURVEY oi<-CURRENT PERSONALITY RESEARCH
Articles appearing in the 1968 volumes of two major journals publishing substantive research on personality (Journal of Personality and Journal of Personality and Social Psychology) constituted the sample of the review. Since the concern was with the scope and structure of inquiry, rather than its content, subject matter was disregarded, and the focus placed on selected aspects of research method: composition of subject samples, general research strategy, and social-psychological aspects of the research. Major findings, based upon tabulations for 226 substantive articles (excluding a few editorials, methodological and animal studies, and monograph supplements) are summarized in Table 1 .
Whom Are We Studying?
An overwhelming reliance upon undergraduate students as subjects is clear: 71% of all studies used college students, with the vast (but indeterminate) majority of these representing introductory psychology students meeting course requirements for research participation. School children, equally "captive" subjects, were a relatively minor second choice. The expansion of inquiry to include a broader sample of adults in a variety of community settings (e.g., pregnant mothers, African tribesmen, racetrack patrons) is a heartening development. However, with a few exceptions, community adults were studied in such a limited and trivial fashion as to contribute very little to knowledge of personality.
Males and females were represented in approximately a 2 to 1 ratio, a finding which seems to suggest some correction of the serious imbalance in sex composition of samples noted in a review of the literature nearly a decade ago (Carlson & Carlson, 1960) . However, upon closer examination, this "improvement" appears a remarkably fragile basis for the extension of knowledge. For the sexes are typically studied in segregation: approximately half of the studies used subjects of only one sex, and many of the remaining studies used single-sex groups for separate parts of an investigation. Moreover, one-fifth of the studies either failed to indicate proportions of males and females in the sample or to indicate whether sex varied at all.
Investigators' remarkable lack of interest in an intuitively (and empirically) important aspect of personality appeared in several ways. Among the studies that could have tested for sex differences, less than half reported such tests. Yet in S1 studies where sex differences were examined, significant effects of sex were found in 74% of the studies. Meanwhile, an implicit awareness of sex differences may be seen in a nascent trend toward using males-only in studying achievement, bargaining, etc., and to use females-only in studying altruism, cooperation, and the like. A most illuminating instance of how sex differences are treated in current research is to be found in a study by Wilson and Insko (1968) . In an investigation which combines most of the current preoccupations of the field (e.g., prisoner's dilemma, stooges, evaluative ratings of others, and a "theoretical" controversy), clear-cut findings supporting the major hypothesis were reported on the basis of tables (see Table 2 ) in which even clearer sex differences failed to capture the attention of the investigators or of journal reviewers.
Given the compelling evidence of the pervasiveness and importance of sex differences in personality, both from present "internal" data and a wealth of "external" evidence (Maccoby, 1966) , current research methods seem designed to avoid, rather than to confront, a central problem of personality organization.
How Do We Study Persons?
Experimental methods predominated in current research, with over half of the published studies employing manipulative procedures. Correlational studies (broadly defined) accounted for most of the remaining work, although a small, but promising upsurge of observational studies in naturalistic settings should be noted. The sole study in which experimental and field methods were combined, and a basic finding established with two appropriate samples, was contributed by a team of sociologists (O'Toole & Dubin, 1968) . Extremes of a "comprehensiveness" dimension are represented by studies in which subjects left no trace of their personal participation, merely contributing isolated bits of behavior to a data pool, and a few in which subjects provided exhaustive data on a battery of tests and biographical inventories. However, the typical study represented an individual in terms of his sex (sometimes), treatment condition, performance scores, and ratings of partner or experimenter in posttest inquiry. Although the literature as a whole has elicited a wide range of potentially important information about persons, no single investigation either noted or utilized much information about any individual subject. Thus the task performances of subjects in current research remain uninterprctable as personality data in the absence of anchoring information.
An interesting sidelight is the new role of introspection in contemporary research. Apart from a few studies in which the subjects' account of private experience constituted primary data, introspective reports arc currently used (a) in deriving pretest scores as a basis for assignment to experimental groups or (6) "as a check on the effectiveness of the experimental manipulation."
The time span of contemporary inquiry is short. The vast majority of published work was based upon a single session; less than one-fifth of reported studies involved more than a 2-week period, and rarer still were the few studies involving follow-up over significant periods of time. The only examples of investigators' extended delay of gratification were two follow-up studies (over IS and 18 months) of smoking behavior (Johnson, 1968; Mann & Janis, 1968 ) and a 3-year follow-up of mental retardates (Ziglcr, Balla, & Butterfield, 1968) .
Whai Is the Interpersonal Context o] Research?
With a few notable exceptions, the current mode of inquiry involves highly impersonal subject-experimenter relationships, "conscripted" subjects who are expected (and expect) to conform to research requirements with little explanation and little interpretive feedback.
Deception remains a salient feature of experimental inquiry. Over half of the total sample and 73% of the experimental studies relied upon deception as a means of manipulating major variables. There are, as Strieker (1967) has pointed out, many ways of deceiving subjects; most of these-cover stories, miscommunication of purpose, confederates, false interpretations of test performances, among others-were represented in the year's research. Moreover, deception often occurred in the context of imposing rather elaborate and demeaning demands upon subjects. It is instructive to consider the subject's experience in a dissonance study (Kiesler, Pallak, & Kanouse, 1968) which illustrates the potentialities of this research tradition:
A student who (a) volunteered to participate in a study of "regional speech differences" for $1.50, (6) tape-recorded a prepared speech, and was (c) told that his recordings would he used in a nationwide survey and in classes at the university, (rf) sent to another building to he interviewed by a fake "assistant to the dean," (e) detained by a fake schedule delay, (/) induced to participate in another survey while waiting, (g) induced to reaffirm his "choice" to participate, (h) told that he should report to another building a half-mile away, («') rescued by another stooge who provided an empty classroom, (;) asked to write an essay contrary to his own beliefs, (k) told that his essay would be published in the campus newspaper, (1) required to read a prepared list of arguments, (m) required to reaffirm his free choice to participate; he then (n) wrote an essay, and was (o) required to "go down four flights of stairs, traverse approximately a block to a(nother) building . . . and go up three flights of stairs . . . ," (/>) interviewed by a fake "assistant to the dean" who expressed interest in the student's opinions, (q) asked to fill out an attitude questionnaire, (r) required to provide ratings of his experience of the first task and of the first experimenter, (s) required to provide ratings of his experience of choice, liking for the second task, and for the second experimenter, (/) asked about his parents' sociocconomic status, and (u) "was then completely debriefed, including an explanation of the study and hypothesis involved . . . [Kiesler et al., 1968, p. 3341. forms. While a few studies reported thorough, integrative interpretations of experimental manipulations, more characteristic were several other types of debriefing: (a) Undoing (e.g., "After the subject completed the questionnaire, Dr. . . . entered the office and debriefed him. Because all of the subjects had received a rather negative evaluation, they were delighted to learn that the evaluation was preprogrammed rather than an accurate reflection of their creative ability"- Aronson & Cope, 1968, p. 10) ; (b) Rationalization (e.g., "After completing the questionnaire, the subject was queried as to possible suspicion and the purposes of the experiment and the need for deception explained"- Helmreich & Collins, 1968, p. 78); Silencing (e.g., "Before leaving, the experimenter revealed the nature of the study and got the subject to promise not to discuss it with anyone"- Mills & Jellison, 1968, p. 61) .
While in many studies the nature of the tasks may be presumed to be obvious, and perhaps meaningful to the subjects, it is surprising that subjects' experience of research participation was not considered worthy of mention. Only 1 of the 226 studies (Steiner, 1968) noted provision for giving subjects a report of the findings of the investigation. When one considers that the vast bulk of the year's published research was made possible by the requirement of research participation as a "learning experience" in psychology courses, this lack of concern for subjects' cognitive clarity is remarkable.
One further aspect of the subject-experimenter relationship proved impossible to tabulate. Only in a small proportion of cases was it possible to determine whether the investigator or anonymous assistants had "run" the subjects or whether, in fact, the experimenter had ever seen his subjects.
Questions We Can Neither Ask Nor Answer
It is instructive to consider the range of personological questions which cannot be investigated by our current research methods. While the year's research literature provides a few isolated exceptions to many of the following generalizations, the central tendency of our current modes of inquiry is so strong as to mark a real barrier to knowledge.
We cannot study the organization of personality because we know at most only one or two "facts" about any subject. We cannot study the stability of personality, nor its development over epochs of life, because we see our subjects for an hour. We cannot study the problems or capacities of the mature individual, because we study late adolescents. We cannot study psychosexuality, because we avoid looking at distinctive qualities of masculinity and femininity as a focal problem. We cannot study how persons strive for their important goals, because we elect to induce motivational sets. We cannot study constitutional, temperamental variables because (apart from a few glances at increments in galvanic skin response under stress) we do not consider biological bases of personality. We cannot study the development and power of friendship-nor the course of true lovebecause we choose to manipulate interpersonal attraction.
Such a list of cognitive deficits in the collective psyche of the field might be extended at great length. Personality psychology would seem to be paying an exorbitant price in potential knowledge for the security afforded by preserving norms of convenience and methodological orthodoxy. Must these important, unanswered questions be left to literature and psychiatry? If so, what would be the use of our work?
Obviously, no single scientist, no single study, no single research tradition can possibly deal "scientifically" with anything so complex as a whole person. But the attempt can be made collectively and cumulatively. The present impoverishment of personality research is distressing because it suggests that the goal of studying whole persons has been abandoned. However, the fragmented and limited quality of current research may stem less from myopia or opportunism than from the absence of a conceptual framework for guiding inquiry in personality.
A Typology a} Research Approaches
Kluckhohn and Murray (1949) remind us that every man is " . . . like all other men, like some other men, and like no other men [p. 35] ," and in an insightful truism have also offered an implicit model for order-ing the scope and methods of inquiry in personality. The typology of research approaches suggested by this model corresponds to the major traditions from which personality study has grown: (a) the experimental methods of laboratory psychology, (b) the correlational methods of differential psychology, and (c) the clinical methods stemming from the tradition of French psychiatry and Viennese psychoanalysis. However, the typology has considerably more than mere historical interest, and may serve to illumine the present state of personality research and point toward a conceptually based set of solutions to present problems.
"... like ALL other men." The psychologist working from this perspective seeks universals, the discovery of general laws of human nature. The emphasis is upon psychological processes; persons are essentially "carriers" of the variables under investigation. Research methods reflect the basic assumptions of this approach: persons arc interchangeable; random assignment to treatment conditions is employed to insure control of idiosyncratic qualities which are "noise;" in the generalises inquiry. The basic assumption of the equivalence of subjects leads to further methodological implications: (a) experimental manipulation of independent variables as the source of subject variability, (b) dimensional treatment of psychological variables, (c) relative dccmphasis upon genetic variation and constitutional bases of individuality, and (d) emphasis upon situational factors as major sources of variation in human nature. Among the many current examples of generalist tradition in personality research, one notes the extensive work on cognitive dissonance, the attempts to establish laws of interpersonal attraction and impression formation, the conditions under which cooperation and competition are elicited in interpersonal events.
"... like SOMR other mm." This tradition studies psychological processes and their organization in different, kinds of subjects; its aim is that of identifying group differences that make a difference. Such inquiry establishes typologies, charts the influence of moderator variables, and, substituting measurement for manipulation, tends to employ correlational methods (broadly conceived, in all their contemporary variations). Further, the differential approach tends to (a) seek natural occurrences of the phenomena under investigation, (/;) emphasize discontinuitieswhether of developmental level, character types, or social class-as correctives to an assumption of continuity, (c) emphasize both genetic variation and cultural determinism as sources of critical differences, and (d) emphasize intrinsic intrapersonal structures as base lines for further inquiry. Current examples of the differential approach in personality research include inquiry on the differences between internal and external controllers, different consequences of repression and sensitization as defense styles, the nature of sex differences in personality, and studies pointing to the limits of generalists' formulations-for instance, Bishop's (1967) demonstration that predictions from cognitive dissonance theory fail to fit the "anal" personality.
"... like NO other men." The clinical tradition, in its concern for mapping the intricate organization of psychological processes within the unique individual is the prototype; however, the individual approach includes less comprehensive kinds of inquiry, including "ipsative" methods (Broverman, 1962) , "morphogenic" methods (Allport, 1968) , a concern for "personal constructs" (Kelly, 19SS) and inquiry focused upon the "representative case" (Schontz, 1965) . While the potency of the case method in the development of personality study should be so obvious as to require no special emphasis, the particular quality of the contemporary (American) Zeitgeist imposes a special problem: the "clinical" tradition has come to connote a "helping" orientation totally extraneous to the method itself. (The relevance of case materials for strictly scientific, inquiry is vividly demonstrated by the fact that geologists can derive from a few pounds of nonrandom moon-dust inferences about the structure and history of planets.)
Inquiry in the individual tradition seeks to (a) examine organization of psychological processes within the individual, (b) establish assessment methods deriving from the intrinsic structure and dynamics of the individual'-and capable of representing this intrinsic structure, (c) identify general psy-chological problems emerging from the examination of individual personality, and (d) provide a field for testing the formulations derived from general and differential inquiry. Contemporary examples of the individual approach include White's (1966) intensive studies of three '''normal" personalities over a significant period of the life span, or, in a different mode, Alfert's (1967) demonstration that ipsative analyses of data on stress reactions revealed order and coherence which had eluded the generalist's "normative" approach to the same data.
Some of the conceptual and methodological issues involved in a comparable tripartite schema are presented in Emmerich's (1968) discussion of "classical," "differential," and "ipsative" models of development. However, while Emmerich's three models are presented as competing candidates, the three approaches presented here are conceived of as complementary rather than competitive alternatives. Tentative knowledge gained from any one approach must ultimately be weighed by alternative methods. A "general law" which operates only in certain kinds of people, or which can predict little of significance in an individual's life may prove very trivial in understanding personality. Similarly, an elaborate case study which neither inspires nor tests inquiry of a more general nature is basically irrelevant to personology.
This schema offers another way of assessing the current status of personality research: How well does current inquiry represent the person in these three fundamental aspects?
The 226 articles reviewed above were reexamined in terms of the present typology, and each article assigned to one of three categories as follows:
1. General. The research method disregarded preexisting subject variables and used random assignment to treatment conditions and/or treated subjects' scores as a continuous dimension.
2. Differential. The research method made at least minimal provision for identifying group differences on the basis of preexisting subject variables. Assignment to this category was "lenient" in the sense that a problem conceived in general terms was classified as "differential" if tests for qualitative differences (e.g., sex differences) were reported.
3. Individual. The research method included extensive study of one or more individuals, and (a) retained individual cases as the unit of analysis or (b) included extensive case examples in presentation of findings.
The results of this analysis give a clear and consistent picture of the "generalist" bias in contemporary personality research, with 128 (57%) of the studies disregarding subject variables. Ninety-eight (43%) of the studies classified as "differential" examined a somewhat limited set of bases of group differences (e.g., high versus low anxiety, repressers versus sensitizers, firstborns versus laterborns, males versus females); extreme groups defined on single dimensions rather than "types" were the norm. Finally, the analysis revealed that not a single published study attempted even minimal inquiry into the organization of personality variables within the individual.
Thus the present analysis provides a further basis for concern about the status of personality research. Conceivably, personological studies may appear from time to time in clinical and psychiatric journals not encompassed in the present review. But even if this could be demonstrated, what are the implications? Is personology to be left to the exclusive concern of the healer rather than the scientist? Should personality research be redefined as "the experimental study of personality fragments in artificial situations?" It is not so much the pretensions of the field as the neglect of legitimate and necessary pretensions which poses problems for the serious personologist.
Possible reasons for the current state of affairs, along with suggestions for enlarging the scope and relevance of personality study are considered in a later section. First, however, parallels between the methodological problems noted in personality literature and the issues raised in recent criticism of general psychological literature should be noted.
EKHOK, ETHICS, AND DISCIPLINARY INTEGRITY
The pervasive effects of atmosphere, expectancies, and demand characteristics, long recognized by some psychologists (Allport, 1968; Lcwin, 1935) , and recently rediscovered and developed as a research area by a newer generation, now threaten to require a wholesale rcexamination of much of psychology's substance. Recently, implications of this state of affairs have been examined in incisive comments of Adelson (1969) , Argyris (1.968), and Schultz (1969) , among others. Adelson (1969) , in a brilliant critique of a year's worth of personality research, noted the rigidity and irrelevance of current methodology and the availability of more appropriate models of inquiry, but offered little optimism about reform. Argyris (1968) pointed to "unintended consequences of rigorous research," noting that organization theory predicts current problems: the dependency or covert hostility of subjects caught in an authoritarian relationship, the "unionization" of subjects, the unintentional programming of people to become interpersonally incompetent. Schultz (1969) provided historical perspective on the role of the subject in psychological inquiry and underscored problems noted by recent critics of research methods: distortion of data through the use of irrelevant and nonrepresentative samples, deception of the deceiver, and the ethical problems involved in investigators' systematic disregard for the dignity and welfare of subjects.
The personologist-for whom all of these issues are of the deepest concern-finds that additional problems are posed by current research conventions. Among the unintended consequences of acquiescence in these conventions is the abandonment, of the field of normal personality as a primary scientific enterprise. Surely this is a territory worth defending against benign encroachments of the experimental and social psychologists whose "process" orientation is more consonant with their mission, or the "abnormal" clinical psychologists whose concern with helping persons makes their journals and textbooks more receptive to person-centered inquiry.
Another serious consequence of acquiescence in current methodology is found in the abandonment of students and of curricular responsibilities (Carlson 1 ). By permitting Carlson, R. (Chm.) . Personality in the undergraduate curriculum. Symposium presented at the personality courses to become "adjustment" courses for nonmajors and "theory" courses for psychology majors, we are implicitly communicating a disbelief in the value or possibility of inquiry in personology. Thus psychologists are unintentionally cutting off sources of future scholars prepared to confront the intellectual problems of "personality" in a world where "depersonalization" has, for some years, been both a battle cry and a genuine human concern.
Further, a personologist, relatively sensitive to personality consequences of situational pressures and role demands, must be particularly concerned about the other edge of the double blade of current methodology. For that violation of human dignity experienced by subjects in manipulative-deceptive relationships equally demeans the psychologist who adapts to a norm of distrust, 5 and comes to confuse games with the pursuit of science.
Toward Solutions
Once the depth and pervasiveness of the problem is genuinely confronted, solutions would seem to be well within the power of those seriously committed to the integrity and survival of the discipline. Several relevant proposals have been advanced by recent critics of the general psychological scene.
Argyris ' (1968) proposals include the important conceptions that subjects should be given greater control and influence, longer time perspective, and greater internal involvement in research projects. Noting that contamination of research by subjects' expectancies is inevitable, he pointed out that greater control of such contamination can be achieved by research methods which increase awareness of such expectations. Moreover, his empirical work demonstrating the resistance meeting of the American Psychological Association, San Francisco, August 1968.
5 An incident illustrating the depth and duration of this problem occurred in the writer's experience of interviewing a prospective junior colleague several years ago. Asked about his own experience as a student in a West Coast university, the candidate recalled his experience of hearing about the assassination of the late President Kennedy in a psychology class, his calm assumption that this was naturally an experimental manipulation, and his continued disbelief in the reality of the tragedy for some lime-on "professional" rather than human grounds.
to change of "behavior that is internalized, highly potent, and related to ... feelings of intellectual and interpersonal competence . . ." strongly supports Argyris' interpretation that "the more researchers study such behavior, the less they may need to worry about such contamination [p. 195] ," Schultz (1969) posed two basic dimensions of reform: (a) the broadening of inquiry to include more representative noncollege samples, and (b) development of research methods which would reflect ethical responsibility and a contemporary image of man and of the scientific enterprise.
Toward achievement of broad-gauged sampling, Schultz gave an ambivalent endorsement to Rosenthal's (1966) suggestion that independent data-collection centers undertake execution of studies designed by academic investigators, in the belief that standardization of experimenter bias and the procurement of more representative samples would correct some of the serious deficiencies of current research. While the problem of the expense of establishing and maintaining such centers is noted by Schultz, more serious problems are also involved. From the standpoint of the present critique, this proposal would seem to exacerbate fundamental problems. By increasing the distance between the investigator and his data, and by decreasing his personal involvement and responsibility, the Rosen thai proposal would extend the investigator's license to ignore the relevance of his inquiry and to exploit or ignore dependency and counter-manipulation of subjects. Conceivably, the Rosenthal proposal could have some merit in broadening inquiry on certain impersonal problems of classical experimental psychology. But the overall effects of establishing such an elaborate hand-washing apparatus would seem to be lethal for those engaged in issues of personality and interpersonal relationships.
Toward solution of the second class of problems-ethics and relevance-Schultz gave tentative endorsement to Kelman's (1967) proposal of role playing as a research technique and to Jourard's (1968) suggestion that mutual self-disclosure by experimenter and subject might dispel the cloud of distrust which surrounds much current inquiry.
Undoubtedly, Kelman's (1967) suggestion for cooperative engagement of the subject's imaginative resources in role playing the confrontation of psychological problems is a notable improvement over current deceptivemanipulative methods. However, this proposal does not touch critical issues of problem finding or of real-life involvement; and one can imagine that the role-playing technique might even perpetuate (by legitimizing) the systematic irrelevance of much psychological research. As Schultz (1969) noted, the value of this method would be highly dependent upon characteristics of subjects and of subject-experimenter relationships. Fundamental personological questions (e.g., What kinds of people can invest themselves in what kinds of role playing?) entirely bypassed in this proposal would define the limits of its relevance. There is a clear (but probably small) place for the role-playing technique in investigating a wide range of theoretically significant problems; considerable thought should be given to these limits before the technique is blessed as a solution to our current malaise.
Jourard's (1968) recommendation of mutual self-disclosure poses somewhat different problems. As Schultz (1969) noted, the personality of the investigator would be a major factor-along with issues of the time and expense involved. But more serious objections should be noted. Admittedly, almost any methods of restoring confidence, trust, and dignity in subject-experimenter relationships could be justified at this point in time. However, the correction of a destructive relationship can, at most, create an atmosphere in which genuine research is possible; it does not constitute a research method. Moreover, there are real risks that experimenter and subject alike may be seduced by the "togetherness" aspects of interaction; that the Jourarcl proposal, in the hands of investigators characterologically unsuited to this mode of inquiry, might cloud the purposes of scientific inquiry as thoroughly as the manipulativeexperimental techniques in current vogue. There are a number of ways of deriving irrelevant gratifications from research, and in the absence of scientific commitment and conceptual clarity, soft hearts are probably no better than hard heads as tools of the trade.
The climate of change, of self-examination, of genuine concern for reform of psychological inquiry is unmistakable. In this context, the present critique of several current proposals stems from a concern that basic issues may be obscured by the sense of urgency toward reform. At the risk of oversimplifying several thoughtful contributions, current reform proposals appear to address two quite different issues of control and of alienation. Control of unwanted variance (whether generated by inappropriate sampling, experimenter bias, or subject expectancy) and counteracting forces toward alienation (of experimenter from subject, of experimental inquiry from real-life relevance) are the explicit goals of most current proposals, or the rationales for more fundamental ones (e.g., Argyris, 1968) . However, most of the proposals fail to deal explicitly with issues of relevance of method to problem, or to locate clearly the responsibility for various reforms. Some explicit consideration of these issues seems warranted.
On the relevance of subject samples. Most of the current concern about overreliance upon undergraduate students as research subjects (cf. Schultz, 1969) reflects the generalist's concern with nonrepresentativc samples which constrain the generality of laws to be established from inquiry. There exists sufficient evidence of "bias" in college samples (volunteer bias, birth-order effects, socioeconomic selectivity) to establish that undergraduate students are probably not representative of humankind.
But a more serious concern may be raised about the misuse, rather than the use of college students as research subjects. For students, as a group, possess many characteristics which make them highly appropriate subjects for personality research: they are curious, intelligent, motivated to explore their lives and experiences, capable of articulate introspection'-and their life situations generally provide both time and meaningful settings for research participation. Yet it is precisely this set of subject characteristics which tends to be ignored (or violated) in current research conventions. When the student's intrinsic motivation is "controlled" by external requirements of research participation and by induction of motivational sets, when his introspective capacities are constrained by the formats of rating scales and checklists, when his curiosity is violated by deception and false or partial feedback, the very characteristics which recommend him as a research subject are thrown away.
Moreover, certain limitations upon the generality of student-based research are equally ignored. Clearly, students are "unfinished" personalities. Coherent changes in ego structure within and beyond college years have been demonstrated in a wide variety of studies ranging from Constantinople's (1969) charting of ego changes in questionnaire responses over the undergraduate years through White's (1966) intensive longitudinal clinical studies of students whose postcollege years revealed surprising but theoretically significant consolidations and restructurings of intrapersonal and interpersonal dynamics.
While the year's published personality research occasionally noted the selection of samples considered intrinsically relevant to the research problem (e.g., a series of obesity and eating studies published in the October 1968 Journal of Personality and Social Psychology), the typical study evidently used college students simply because they were there.
"Reform" proposals directed toward broadening of research samples need to be based upon thoughtful consideration of the subject characteristics of intrinsic relevance to research problems. Once such criteria are established, a range of populations might be sampled: colleagues, community adults, friends and families of students-along with a range of special populations (e.g., military personnel, prisoners, etc.) whose experience of special situations might illumine important problems rarely encountered by subjects from the general population. Moreover, a vast range of individuals whose biographies and personal documents are capable of transcending demographic constraints of usual research samples is available for inquiry in general, differential, and individual terms, for instance, Cox's (1926) or Goertzel and Goertzel's (1962) studies of gifted individuals; Baldwin's (1942) analysis of personal letters.
On the relevance of research strategies. Three considerations may summarize the status of the field: (a) over three-fourths of the personality literature surveyed used "experimental" methods; (b) these experimental designs relied upon "remote control" of variables which, as Schontz (1965) has noted, are especially vulnerable to ambiguity and error; (c) within general psychology, there is an increasing conviction that strictly "experimental" methods are incapable of dealing with central aspects of human psychology (Deese, 1969; Walker, 1969) .
One clear recommendation for personality study emerges from a serious reading of general psychological research criticism: until "experimental" methods are developed which can (a) accommodate present knowledge and (b) offer relevant new knowledge not attainable through development of other scientific tools, "experimental" studies of personality should be clearly deemphasized. This is not so radical a proposal as might appear, for it simply asks "time out" for untangling a basic confusion in the field. One can study persons in experimental situations-but one cannot "study personality experimentally." As Sarason (1969), among others, has observed: "An experimental approach is useful in analyzing reactions of particular people in special situations [p.v; italics added] ." Only as experimental inquiry derives from concern for preexisting subject variables, and provides experimental treatments theoretically focused upon such subject characteristics can experimental methods hope to illumine personality structure or dynamics.
Meanwhile, the most serious thought should be given to alternative strategies of inquiry. Tyler (1959) , in a paper which should be reexamined by all personality researchers, has presented a compelling case for the abandonment of dimensional approaches to individuality on the pragmatic grounds that this traditional approach has failed to improve upon predictabilities. As an alternative, Tyler recommended construction of personality inquiry in terms of "choice" and "organization"-along with a search for measurement approaches capable of representing individuality. Problems and possibilities for developing approaches to reliability and validity in research on choice were presented in a further paper (Tyler, 1961) , which incidentally serves as a model of an investigator's serious involvement in the intrinsic problems of research.
A wide variety of alternative research strategies has become available in recent years: a range of "nonreactive" measures (Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1966) , methods of naturalistic observation (Barker, 1963; Raush, 1967) , methods for investigating the single case (Davidson & Costello, 1969) to name a few. Meanwhile, psychologists would do well to become acquainted with the work of contemporary anthropologists who have developed concepts and methods of great relevance to personality study.
0
On the scope of personality study. Over 30 years ago, Murray (1938) noted that "the reason why the results of so many researches in personality have been misleading or trivial is that experimenters have failed to obtain enough pertinent information about their subjects. Lacking these facts, accurate generalizations are impossible [p. ix] ." This comment could stand as a summary of current work-• with the important amendment that the accumulation of more "facts" (including much unassimilated data collected through Explorations in Personality) has not provided, nor is likely to provide, the basic generalizations needed in this field.
Beyond noting the extraordinarily narrow and impoverished scope of current personality research, what suggestions for broadening and deepening inquiry might be advanced? At a very general level, this problem involves setting the collective level of aspiration of the entire field to include a shared responsibility that personality be investigated in its basic aspects ("like all other men, like some other men, like no other men"). Within the context of any single investigation, this problem requires that the individual researcher pay the most serious attention to the need for obtaining information which is (a) potentially available, and (b) necessary to full a Interestingly, the insularity of the psychologist seems to be increasing in recent years. While anthropologists have consistently "borrowed" psychological concepts and methods, psychologists' awareness of anthropological inquiry often seems to have been arrested af the level of Malinowski and early Mead, and our "borrowing" largely limited to fields of mathematics and physics.
understanding of the intrinsic problemwhether or not such information is explicitly demanded by his immediate research design.
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Glaring examples of current failure to consider appropriate breadth of scope may be drawn from experimental research in which (a) subjects' phenomenological reports are routinely sought (via checklists, ratings, and other means) and equally routinely nonanalyzed and nonreported; and (b) even more serious misuse of subjects' reported experience to exclude individuals who do not readily accommodate to the Procrustean theoretical bed via "dropping" or "reassigning" recalcitrant subjects (as in dissonance research-cf. Chapanis & Chapanis, 1964) or via deliberate nonsampling of subjects known to fail to conform to theoretical expectations (e.g., Katz, 1967) .
More positively, the investigator should continually reconsider that the point of inquiry is to understand the phenomena under investigation. Inevitably, this requires attention to the intrapcrsonal context of research performances-here research subjects' willingness to provide this context could be developed much more fully and fruitfully than we are inclined to do (cf. Lewin, 1935) .
More specific recommendations for extending the scope of inquiry in selected aspects may also be noted:
1. Critically important problems concerning the personality development and change clearly require longitudinal study. Why are longitudinal studies so rare? The traditional reasons are of two sorts: (a) longitudinal studies require such massive commitments of time and research technology as to demand large-scale organization support; and (b) obsolescence of research concepts and methods over the life span of a longitudinal study pose problems.
However, a second look at the underlying assumptions is in order. Tf "longitudinal study" is identified with such large-scale endeavors as the Pels studies (cf. Kagan & 7 A colleague has offered an instructive example from his own work: in a sludy (Levy, 19C9) which involved asking 2800 school children ahoul their preferences for Card IV versus Card VII of the Rorschach, he failed to inquire, Why? (N. Levy, personal communication, September 1969.) Moss, 1962) or the Berkeley Growth Study (Jones & Bayley, 1941 ) the first of these traditional deterrents is obviously relevant; but the Fels and Berkeley studies offer demonstrations that longitudinal data collected by imaginative and responsible investigators are remarkably fruitful fields for "up-dated" analyses which keep pace with advances in the field. However, more modest studies are urgently needed in the personality field and are quite feasible. Short-term (e.g., S-year) investigations of selected aspects of personality would immensely enrich inquiry, and need not involve massive and comprehensive sampling and instrumentation, as seen in such examples as Escalona and Heider's (1959) predictions of nursery school behavior from observations in infancy, E. L. 20-year study of marriage partners, or Carlson's (1965) 6-year follow-up study of sex differences in the basis of self-esteem. (Incidentally, the last example illustrates the feasibility of longitudinal investigation conducted without any financial or formal institutional support whatsoever.) Provision for longitudinal follow-up studies could be readily built into a wide range of personality studies with very little additional effort-and with extraordinarily rich potentialities for advancement of knowledge.
2. Somewhat paradoxically, personality research might be strengthened and enriched by becoming an incidental by-product (rather than the focus) of naturally occurring datacollection situations. This rather obscure point may, perhaps, be illustrated with the writer's personal experiences in teaching upper division personality courses: In developing primary instructional purposes, I have often asked students to produce brief, introspective (and anonymous) accounts of selected personality constructs for use in class projects exploring methods of personality assessment. Such materials have often yielded "incidental" data of considerable relevance and richness for later testing of theoretical formulations which were not envisaged at the time of original data collection (cf. Carlson, 1971) .
The relevance of such "incidental" data collection to psychology courses-where the vast bulk of personality research is conducted-is obvious (and might also serve important additional purposes of increasing the relevance of psychology instruction to students' purposes of exploring their own lives, and of incidental "recruitment" of potential scholars through the experience of disciplined inquiry or personological questions). However, in principle, this suggestion would apply equally to many other data-gathering settings, and fundamentally involves the use of informal "archival records" (whether freshman English themes, college-application essays, contents of employees' suggestion boxes, comments of subjects in instructional-methods-evaluation studies, etc.) as unobtrusive measures of personality functioning in natural situations.
3. Finally, as a general consideration relevant to many kinds of research problems, it is safe to assume that most subjects are willing to tell us much more than our current research designs ask about their experiences and the personal meanings of these experiences. Psychology is probably much poorer for its disinclination to listen to such potentially important messages; hopefully, the recent demise of naive behaviorism will liberate us to take seriously human construction of experience as more than merely countable "responses" or "verbal reports."
On the relevance of social-psychological context. Two models of subject-investigator relationships may be discerned in current psychological inquiry: (a) a contractual relationship in which the subject is an "employee," and (b) a collaborative relationship in which the subject is a "colleague." Because the contractual model appears to be the increasingly dominant one (and even "reform" proposals urging the collaborative mode contain strongly contractual features), some of its implications need to be examined.
The contractual relationship seems to have developed in the service of scientific concerns and to reflect some basic values and assumptions about human nature. Thus, paying subjects for their services-whether in terms of money or course credit, or both-is seen as minimizing volunteer bias, minimizing the dependency of subjects, offering a more meaningful model for the participation of noncollege samples, avoiding troublesome problems of overdetermined motives for research participation-and as expressing concerns for equity, for fairness and regularity in defining rights and roles of subjects. Undoubtedly a contractual model is capable of correcting certain abuses of research relationships and offers a relevant model for some kinds of inquiry. However, important consequences of the use of this model should be examined. The "contract" encourages investigators' denial of the intrinsically "volunteer" quality of participation in personality research. Moreover, by maintaining orderliness of one set of contractual obligations, investigators are enabled to deny the legitimacy of other fundamental obligations which are not written into the contract. (Two examples may illustrate this point: (a) scrupulous observation of obligations as an "experimenter" enables the academic researcher to ignore his equally relevant obligations as a "teacher" to provide maximum cognitive clarity to student-subjects; (b) the concept of "debriefing"-a military metaphor of extremely dubious relevance to psychological inquiry-implies that it is possible to undo an experimental set, and encourages the investigator to ignore his responsibility for consequences to the subject which were not intended.) Further, a host of troubles have been introduced into the research enterprise as subjects, increasingly cynical about psychological inquiry and frankly motivated to pick up extra money, have tended to give only perfunctory attention to research tasks.
Fundamentally, the contractual model imposes its own character upon research; it can only be appropriate in the investigation of contractual relationships, and even there may lead to immense confounding of the research findings by the effects of research context. In the study of personality, there are very few problems or occasions for which a contractual model is capable of providing valid information about persons' spontaneous ways of organizing experience. As Loevinger (1966) has pointed out, a "contractual" interpersonal style is characteristic of particular stages of ego development, and thus important differences among individuals are necessarily obscured when this interpersonal mode is also built into the context of inquiry.
The alternative-a collaborative modelhas its own problems and its own defining characteristics. Basically, the collaborative model does not insist upon control or standardization of motivation for research participation, but assumes that (a) subjects and settings are chosen for their intrinsic relevance to the problem at hand; and (b) the basic motive for research participation must be the subject's intrinsic involvement in exploring his own experience. (This motivation may take many equally appropriate forms: that of the patient wishing to be helped, the student wishing to understand and master his life experience, the excluded or alienated person who wants to assert and explore his individuality, the "intelligent layman" who wants to express and understand his values and concerns in an intellectual framework.) The collaborative model does not rest upon narrow or egalitarian assumptions of undifferentiated "togetherness," but assumes that subject and investigator have their different kinds of expertise which are united by a common belief in the possibility and value of clarification of experience through research participation. Unquestionably, a collaborative model is more demanding and more rewarding to subject and experimenter alike. It demands more candor and more thought on the part of the investigator in posing research problems, in engaging appropriate subjects, and in interpreting the nature of the experience; it demands more involvement from the subject, and offers the important reward of having his experience taken seriously. From the standpoint of personality research, these conditions are likely to provide more genuine understanding of human personality organization and development. 8 So much serious exploration of the ethical implications of research methodology has appeared in recent literature that very little needs to be added on this score. Our loss of innocence now requires that the psychologist give very serious attention to his own part in the research enterprise, accepting the responsibility for his own choices and for the consequences of these choices. While several specific research recommendations might follow from the recent Enlightenment, the most genera] one would be the commandment: Do not administer to any subject a research treatment you have not first "taken" yourself. 8 An example of such collaborative research is provided by Sanford (1969) .
Although this proposal tends to elicit initial incredulity and irritation from professional colleagues, it is a completely serious recommendation: one which could enable psychologists to examine and discard tendencies to impose unnecessary and brutally exhaustive testing programs or elaborate and unnecessary manipulation of their subjects-and, more importantly, engage the thoughtful participation of the psychologist as a person toward enriching the relevance of his inquiry. Obviously, this recommendation would eliminate deception as a technique of inquiry. However, there is considerable reason (Kelman, 1967; Strieker, 1967; Strieker, Messick, & Jackson, 1967) to believe that this would be a very minor loss as contrasted with the increased veridicality and responsibility of nondeceptive research.
Toward disciplinary responsibility. Clearly, the investigator must be permitted and encouraged to define and explore problems in terms of their intrinsic merit. However, a climate of scientific freedom is not equivalent to a norm of laissez-faire. Since scientific inquiry is currently conducted through an elaborate set of institutional apparatus, there are clear responsibilities at various levels of this network. Insofar as the individual investigator neglects social responsibility and ethical concerns, the agencies of public policy must fill that vacuum. Recent Public Health Service directives concerning the welfare of human subjects represent a benign exercise of this responsibility; more restrictive and irrelevant constraints upon psychological inquiry should be anticipated if psychologists fail to consider fully their own responsibilities in the conduct of research.
Among several ways in which the discipline might cooperate toward development of more responsible and meaningful inquiry, the following suggestions are offered:
1. Psychology departments have a major concern for the integrity of instructional purposes upon which requirements for research participation are based. Thus, explicit plans for valid interpretations of problems, methods, and findings (a) to individual subjects, and (/)) to class groups from which subjects are recruited-along with (e) "feedback" jrom student subjects-should be required of investigators who use departmental research-participation requirements as a means of obtaining subjects.
2. Psychological journals inevitably play a major part in determining the content and methods of scientific inquiry, and thus bear a major responsibility for the quality of research. (This responsibility is particularly clear in the case of journals of the American Psychological Association which are directly supported by and responsible to the entire discipline.) Among the obvious ways in which our journals might exercise this responsibility, three specific suggestions are noted: (a) Intrinsic relevance and responsibility of inquiry could be fostered by the adoption of Loevinger's (1968) two-fold suggestion that published studies should be based upon samples clearly relevant to the problem and upon replicated findings, (b) Explicit attention to well replicated findings as "control" variables should be required for publication. An obvious example is the suggestion of several investigators (Carlson & Carlson, 1960; Garai & Scheinfeld, 1968 ) that sex differences be considered in al! published studies employing mixed-sex samples. Developmental Psychology, presently unique in making this an explicit criterion, provides a model of editorial responsibility in this sphere, (c) Since journals, unlike individual investigators, have unique responsibility and power to consider the total import of inquiry in any field, considerations of balance and emphasis fall within the domain of journal editors. (An example from recent history is the Journal of Social Psychology's giving explicit priority to crosscultural research.) From the standpoint of the present critique, those journals primarily concerned with personality research should exercise their responsibility toward correcting imbalance in current research by giving priority to investigations of personality organization within individuals, and to inquiry on qualitative, typological bases of personality organization since the present survey of personality literature clearly shows these facets neglected in favor of general experimental studies.
Where Is the Person in Personality Research?
That the person is not really studied in current personality research is clearly shown in the survey of the literature. But is it possible that the product of this inquiry, in its basic denial of the importance of personality, may be a faithful projection of the real lives and the real world of personality researchers? This is a chilling thought-but one which deserves very serious examination.
Consider the passage with which Adelson (1969) ends the methodological section of his review of personality research:
We like to pretend that our choice of methods is dictated by scientific considerations alone. In fact, the exigencies of the academic marketplace play an important and perhaps decisive role. The methodological problems we have noted . . . reflccl the pressure for quick publication. There is reason to doubt that there will be rapid reforms in methodology until there is some reform of the university [p. 222, italics added],
[t would be difficult to find a clearer statement of real despair: Adelson is suggesting that personality researchers really are such willing or powerless captives of field forces of academic and professional status definitions that they must await liberation at the hands of some external force which will alter the environment.
Conceivably, studies of the "sociology of knowledge" might add to our awareness ofand liberation from-unexamined constraints upon inquiry. However, such studies are unlikely to tell us much more than we already know: that scholars are attracted to research problems through the influence of potent research models and teachers; that their training, support, publication, and visibility arc contingent upon the "cumulative" character of potential contributions; that innovative methods or findings are unlikely to achieve an impact until the field is prepared to assimilate them. From the standpoint of the present critique, it might be more valuable to develop inquiry in the "personology of knowledge," examining the personality characteristics which determine an investigator's resonance to and involvement in various substantive problems, his openness to innovations in content and method, his independence of external supports in pursuit of inquiry, and his capacity to transmit a sense of personal involvement in disciplined inquiry to his colleagues and students.
Pending such inquiry, it may be that the current trends may continue. However, even within these constraints, a more optimistic prognosis could be supported by a range of literature suggesting that significant personal change can result from the confrontation of the discrepancy between one's behavior and one's values; that such changes involve the engagement of one's basic "ideoaffective postures" (Tomkins, 1965) ; and that such changes may be facilitated in times of widespread questioning and change. That we live in such a time of social change scarcely needs documentation; the present critique is offered as part of the discipline's clear confrontation of its value-behavior discrepancies, and urges the engagement of our basic cognitive and affective commitments toward more relevant and responsible inquiry.
The original question-Where is the person in personality research?-may have two different answers. If the fully functioning person is not portrayed in our current personality literature, we may simply be looking in the wrong place. There are serious investigators of personality-perhaps increasingly found outside psychology-whose inquiry and understanding will continue to appear in the books and papers which illumine the field. But this is no radical departure from the past. If White, Erikson, Tomkins, or Keniston-to mention a few prominent personologists-are not indexed in the volumes of our current personality journals, neither were Freud, Jung, Angyal, or Piaget. We might might simply retitle our journals to reflect their functions somewhat more accurately, and proceed as before.
A second answer is this: The person is there-in our personality laboratories, classrooms, and in the community-waiting to be engaged in serious studies of personality once those of us who investigate personality become able to invest ourselves in this task.
